
We do not believe that such procedural matters need be made part '@ 

of a permit. We believe that the requests of the petitioner are 

substantially guaranteed by presently applicable statutory 

language and procedure and by "due process" requirements. 

10. Contention: The petitioner asserts that the 290 

pound per day (lb/day) COD limit in its permit has no reasonable 

basis in fact, that the limit is unnecessarily restrictive, and 

that the limit will be difficult to achieve consistently. 

Findings: The petitioner supplied self-monitoring 

data for COD to the Regional Board. The average discharge for 

the period August 1974 to May 1975 was 197 lb/day with a standard 

deviation of 106 lb/day. During this period, there were only 

two months where the 

tioner has explained 

conditions caused by 

chemicals. If these 

290 lb/day limit was exceeded. The peti- 
a 

that these violations were due to upset 

a change in suppliers of water treatment 

two months are disregarded, the average 

discharge is 168 lb/day with a standard deviation of 47 lb/day. 

The petitioner stated in the letter that it is now in compliance 

and expects to remain so. Based on the prior operation and 

. ,. experience, the.petitioner should be able to meet the 290 lb/day 

COD limit with efficient operation. 

11. Contention: The petitioner requests that Order 

No. 75-48 be amended to specify that the location of monitoring 

for temperature will be at its property line. 

Findings: 

waste flows through 

The petitioner maintains that 

open channels for considerable 

because the 

distance ‘r 
‘# ! 



after discharge and before leaving the petitioner's property, 

additional cooling takes place and that the appropriate location 

to monitor temperature of the discharge is at the property 

boundary before the discharge enters navigable waters and after 

it receives maximum cooling. 

Order No. '75-48 does not specify a specific location 

for temperature monitoring. 

At the public hearing held April 21, 1975, the Regional 

Board agreed that monitoring for compliance with temperature 

requirements could be conducted at the petitioner's property 

line. The actual location for monitoring is ordinarily left 

to the Regional Board staff and the discharger for determination 

of the most convenient location to obtain representative 

Under the circumstances of this case, the Regional Board 

already agreed to the location desired by the petitioner 

we assume that the Regional Board Executive Officer will 

the instructions of the Regional Board. 

III. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 

After review of the entire record, and for the 

heretofore expressed, we conclude that the action of the 

Board in adopting Order No. 754.8 was proper. 
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IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that the petition for review a ~ 
of Order No. 75-48 is denied. 

Date'd: JAN 22 1976 

/s/ W. W. Adams 
W Adams, Chairman . . 

/s/ W. Don Maughan 
bJ . Don Maughan, Vice Chairman 

s/ Roy E. Dodson 
oy E. Dodson, Member 

/s/ Jean Auer 
Jean Auer, Member 


